Response to Comments

Comment Letter 195

Hingtgen, Robert J

From: Howa @yahoo.com>

Sent: 4 11:00 AM

To: Hir

Ce: Danie! ard Cook; Donna Tisdal: : Mark Ostra:'der

Subject: olar Project, log no. 3910

Attachments: save-san-diego-countys.pdf

Robert,

Thanks for pointing out that you did not get this Soitec Solar Pr ject petiticn. You ask >d me to get it
for you in digital format. | looked into it and it is now attached ir PDF forme t. It has th.- comments for
each person who submitted one along with their petition affirm: tion. Let m= know if y u have any
problems

Thanks again

Howard W Cook

195-1

195-1

Response to Comment Letter 195

Howard Cook
February 25, 2014

This comment is introductory in nature and does not
raise an environmental issue for which a response is
required. The County acknowledges receipt of the
petition and provides the following responses.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Dear Dianne Jacob, Supervisor, Greg Cox, Supervisor, Dave Roberts, Supervisor, Ron Roberts, Supervisor,
Ashley Gungle, PDS Project Manager, Robert Hingtgen, Environmental Coordinator, and Bill Horn,
Supervisor,

We are pleased to present you with this petition affirming this statement:

"To: The Honorable San Diego County Supervisors and San Diego County PDS Soitec Project leaders
Please vote “NO PROJECT” to the proposed East County Soitec Solar Project. The “No Project
alternative” Is the only recommendation possible at this time. Project size, severe environmental
impacts, experimental nature of the CPV product, major impacts to water aquifers; the rushed
broad-brush nature of the more important EIR parts makes this the only alternative possible at this
time.

Your choice to use the “Fast Track” method, requested in the 03/05/2012 Soitec letter to Chairman
Roberts has resulted in an EIR containing many factual errors and omissions as will be reflected in the
EIR citizen comments. The project and its EIR must be reworked, reanalyzed using normal non fast
track processes.

Our San Diego environment is far more important than the profits or cash flow of the French Soitec
Company and the project’s absentee landowners. Support solar in urban environments where power is
used and on reclaimed/contaminated lands — not on wetlands, in wildlife habitat, along scenic highways
or in communities valued for their rural character.

Attached is a list of individuals who have added their names to this petition, as well as additional comments

written by the petition signers themselves.
ECEIVE
FEB 25 2014

Planning and
Development Services

Sincerely,
Howard Cook

195-2

195-3

195-2

The County of San Diego (County) acknowledges the
commenter’s support for the No Project Alternative and
for solar in wurban areas. See Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) Section 4.0 for
the County’s analysis of alternatives and common
response ALT2.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s statements
that the Proposed Project would have severe
environmental impacts or major impacts to water
aquifers. DPEIR Table S-2 provides a summary of the
potential significant impacts associated with the Projects
that are examined in depth in DPEIR Chapter 2.0, as
well as the proposed mitigation for these impacts to
reduce them to less than significant. Only certain impacts
related to aesthetics, air quality, and land use will remain
significant and unavoidable. Potential impacts to local
aquifers were considered and addressed in DPEIR
Sections 3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources, and
3.1.9.3.1, Water. See also common response WR1 and
WR2. The County has found that the Proposed Project
would have a less than significant impact on aquifers and
groundwater resources.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Janct Warren
Potrero, CA 91963
Feb 23,2014

Marilyn Burley
Potrero, CA 91963
20

1 grew up in Boulevard in the 70's and 80's. Please don't let these people destroy our back country. Cassandra

Hudson (Bebout) I 195-4

I 195-5

S Hoggard
San Diego, CA 92128
Feb 21,2014

Ani
Alpine,
Feb 20,2014

M. A. Mareck
Escondido, CA 92026
Feb 19,2014

MoveOn.org

195-3

195-4

195-5

The information in this comment will be in the FPEIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers.

This comment introduces the attached list of individuals
that have added their names to the petition. The County
acknowledges the petition and individual comments
submitted by the public. Where comments have been
submitted in the petition, a response has been provided.
Please see the following responses below.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers.
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Response to Comments

Save San Dicgo County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

vells community, 1 v
mpact native wildlife, vege

oppose the solar project that
nd the Ocotillo Wells aquifer., |

Escor
Feb 16, 20

spicious when a goverment agency makes exce

Feb 16, 2014

Don't kill another part of our wildlife habitat

Ed
Duarte, CA 91010
Feb 16, 2014

Stan
El Cajon, CA 92021
Feb 16,2014

MoveOn.org 3

I 195-6

1957
Ti95-8
T195-9

T195-10

195-6

195-7

195-8

The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition
to the Project. The information in this comment will be
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
Decision makers. The County disagrees that the Project
would severely impact wildlife, vegetation, and the
Ocaotillo Wells aquifer. DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological
Resources and Sections 3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater
Resources, and 3.1.9.3.1, Water, detail the County’s
analysis of these resources. The County found that the
Proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact on local aquifers and, with the implementation
of proposed mitigation, would have a less than
significant impact on biological resources, including
wildlife and vegetation.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. Regarding
the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Project is
detrimental to the environment and the aquifer, please
see the response to comment 195-2.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the DPEIR concludes that the Project is a “low-
impact project”. In conformance with CEQA, the
DPEIR evaluated the whole of the action and analyzed
each environmental subject area with regard to potential
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195-9

195-10

adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of
alternatives. The DPEIR is consistent with the County’s
EIR Format and General Content Requirements, dated
September 26, 2006. The County acknowledges that the
Proposed Project would have certain significant and
unmitigable impacts.

Potential impacts related to groundwater use were
considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Sections
3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources and 3.1.9.3.1,
Water. Also, see common response WR1 and WR2.
As stated in Section 3.1.9.3.1, the County will place
conditions on the Major Use Permit that will restrict
the amount of water that is permitted to be withdrawn
from the on-site wells in order to prevent interference
with off-site wells. As such, the County does not
anticipate that wells of neighboring residents will run
dry as a result of the Proposed Project.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the FPEIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers. Potential
impacts to wildlife habitat were considered and
addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological
Resources. The County found that the Proposed
Project would have a less than significant impact
on wildlife habitat with the implementation of
proposed mitigation.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

would have s our quality
ind honest study of all the facts of this project. We who would

arry
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 15,2014

Cheryl Wilson
Descanso, CA 91916
Feb 15,2014

robert harrington
boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 15,2014

Dave OFlaherty
Osprey, FL 34229
Feb 14, 2014

MoveOn.org 4

195-11

195-11

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. In
conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR
is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General
Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006.
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195-12  The DPEIR analyzes and considers impacts to scenic
vistas, wildlife habitat and water supply. These issues
are addressed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 2.3,
R ——— Biological Resources, and Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology
. and Water Quality, and Section 3.1.9.3.1, Water. Also

Il for grading the land and sometimes spraying it

—_— refer to common response WR1, regarding water

urce of water in this

panels likely contain toxins tha
community. There could be a five or ten show up in the aquifers but by

s . Byt s o e e o e, i, S demand and supply and panel washing frequency. In

the freedom to control the area in which they
live and not have industrial blight dictated to them by outsiders, especially when the community plan has

sltvayscale Fo s open naturl ooty Maaosgbese. THFs why wa moved hers, Wo siould bo bl fo 537 19514 addition, the DPEIR analyzes and considers potentia|

on the agricultural zoning and not have it changed to industrial mid stream. These projects if built should
rather be placed in ¢ areas. A . they could be located next to the populations

g S o oy st s, Bl i hazards associated with construction and operation of
el s Ed e ond By Sha Ak i th A e O g e the Proposed Project (please see Chapter 3.1.4, Hazards

and Hazardous Materials). The County found that the
i e el e e Proposed Project would have a less than significant

industrial complex would be su by chain link fence with barbed wire and prominent high voltage

also be a collective effect from such concentrated This is a high wind area al: “ombustible dust, leaves [95 17 - .
g solar panels and may b flames, The - d d I d h

iyt LA T Impact on grounawater and water supply and wit

cos ible. The projects in Imperial are I 195-18 . . . .

s i ) respect to fire hazards. With the implementation of

envil 8 were environmentally sound, it would have dire consequences if the - . .

deve 1d no heir f bligations and have to shut down when partially completed. It is not 2 h C f d h h P d P

ity byl igehopihinprpiny Sy ks et 195-19 mitigation, the County found that the Proposed Project

another project that has a "Solyndra” like ending will not fair well in upcoming elections.

s would have a less than significant impact on wildlife

Alpine & Boulevard, CA 91901

habitat. The County acknowledges that the Proposed

William Mark Casebier

Py e Project would have certain significant and unavoidable
impacts to scenic vistas.

Feb 13,2014

signs. The array of a huge lands olar pancls may be an attraction to rural children break into enter and 195-15
explore or throw rocks from the outside at the glass. This danger has not been addressed appropriately. There
likely are thoy s, electrical circuits, wires, connectors,

inadequate analys

Suzanne Bitterlich

i 195-13  The County agrees that the Project has potential

impacts on biological resources and water quality due
to the application of herbicides. These issues are
discussed in Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the
DPEIR. The County found that the Proposed Project
would have a less than significant impact on biological
resources with the implementation of mitigation. The
soil binding agent to be used on the Proposed Project
site is a water-soluble, vinyl acetate/acrylic

October 2015 7345
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Response to Comments

195-14

copolymer—an environmentally safe, non-hazardous
material. The County has found that the Proposed
Project would have a less than significant impact on
groundwater supply and groundwater quality (DPEIR
Sections 3.1.5.3.3, 3.1.5.3.4).

As stated in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, in-place
tracker washing would occur every 6 to 8 weeks
during evening hours. The application of water to
tracker panel surfaces (a closed system) as part of
regular operations and maintenance would not degrade
panel materials such that panel components would
leach potentially hazardous materials and effect
groundwater resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Proposed Project. The information in
this comment will be in the FPEIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers. It should be
noted that the Proposed Project is consistent with the
land use designation of the sites and zoning of the sites
upon approval of a Major Use Permit, as well as the
Boulevard Subregional Plan Area Community Plan
(DPEIR Section 2.5.3.2). The Proposed Project would
not change the zoning of the proposed solar farm sites
or amend the Community Plan.

The County also acknowledges the commenter’s
preference for an alternate location for the Proposed
Project in either completely uninhabited areas or near
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Response to Comments

population centers that would purportedly use most of the
Proposed Project’s electrical output. The applicants have
set forth in their development applications the proposed
solar farm sites as the Proposed Project to be considered
by the County and analyzed in the DPEIR. The County
has an obligation under CEQA to analyze a range of
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project or to the
location of the Proposed Project that would both attain
most of the objectives of the Proposed Project and avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the
Proposed Project (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). An environmental
impact report is only required to set forth a range of
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (14
CCR 15126.6(f)). The County has met this standard by
analyzing eight different alternatives to the Proposed
Project, including different locations and the No Project
Alternative (DPEIR, Chapter 4.0). The applicants
reviewed a number of different locations throughout the
County and screened these locations for their ability to
meet the Proposed Project objectives (DPEIR Chapter
4.0). The County found that locations outside of East San
Diego County would not meet most of the Proposed
Project objectives, including creating solar energy in the
San Diego basin to provide a source of local generation
and improve reliability, siting solar facilities in areas
within the County that have excellent solar attributes, and
supporting the local economy through the creation of
high-wage jobs (DPEIR Chapter 1.0).
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The County also disagrees that the Proposed Project
will  “bother” or “molest” residents or other
individuals. In most instances, the Proposed Project
will not have significant, unmitigated impacts that
would directly affect residents and other individuals in
the area (see DPEIR, Table S-2, Summary of
Significant Impacts). For instance, the Proposed
Project will not generate noise or traffic above the
County’s thresholds of significance (DPEIR, pp. 2.6-
58 to 2.6-60, 3.1.8-37 to 3.1.8-38). The Proposed
Project would not negatively impact public health or
create hazards for the community (DPEIR, pp. 2.2-70
to 2.2-71, 3.1.4-51 to 3.1.4-52). The Proposed Project
would have a less-than-significant impact on utilities,
public services, and groundwater supply (DPEIR, pp.
3.1.5-48 to 3.1.5-56, 3.1.7-30, 3.1.9-22). In addition,
the Proposed Project would have a less than
significant effect related to parks and recreational
facilities and housing (DPEIR, p. 3.2.1-1).

The County acknowledges the Proposed Project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics. The
County also acknowledges potential significant and
unavoidable air quality impacts from construction
emissions of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter if
there is an overlap in construction between the Rugged
and Tierra del Sol solar farms or with other
cumulative projects in the area (DPEIR, pp. 2.2-69,
2.2-71). The County has considered mitigation to
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195-15

195-16

195-17

reduce all of these potential significant impacts that
could have an effect on local residents and has adopted
all feasible mitigation measures.

The commenter points to rooftop solar as a reasonable
voluntary method. The County’s consideration of
distributed generation as an alternative to the Proposed
Project is found in Section 4.2 of the DPEIR. Please
refer to common response ALT2 and the responses to
comments 010-102 to 010-113 regarding the
County’s elimination of the distributed-generation
alternative as infeasible.

This comment raises concerns related to potential
public safety effects associated with vandalism of the
Proposed Project site by local children. This topic was
not evaluated in the DPEIR since it is not related to
environmental impacts (see 14 CCR 15131).

Please refer to response to comment O10-83 regarding
the potential for toxic fumes.

The County generally agrees that the Proposed Project
would introduce  possible ignition  sources.
Additionally, the equipment on the sites presents a
potential challenge to firefighters due to accessibility
issues around the solar equipment and a lack of
training and experience in firefighting where such
equipment exists. To reduce the risk of fire on the site
and improve the effectiveness of an emergency
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response should a fire occur on site, site-specific Fire
Protection Plans (FPPs) for the Tierra del Sol solar
farm (Appendix 3.1.4-5 of the DPEIR) and the Rugged
solar farm (Appendix 3.1.4-6 of the DPEIR) have been
prepared, will be approved, and will be implemented.
The FPPs were prepared by a County-approved
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
consultant in accordance with the County’s Guidelines
for Determining Significance and Report Format and
Content Requirements: Wildland Fire and Fire
Protection, dated August 31, 2010. As per PDF-HZ-3,
similar site-specific FPPs will be prepared and
approved by the San Diego County Fire Authority
(SDCFA) for the LanEast and LanWest solar farms
prior to approval of a Major Use Permit. With regard to
electrical fires, please refer to the response to
comment O10-82. With regard to response to fires
associated with transmission lines, please refer to the
response to comment 11-5.

The commenter suggests that the temperature of solar
panels can be about 77 degrees Fahrenheit higher than
ambient temperature during summer months but has
not provided sources or references for the information.
Please refer to response to comment 195-18, below
regarding solar panel surface temperatures. As stated
below, the panels are not anticipated to cause a rise
in temperatures at the site above what would
otherwise occur without the Proposed Project.
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195-18

Therefore, potential hazardous conditions involving
dust, leaves and branches and a heat island effect are
not anticipated.

The solar modules are lightweight and surrounded
by airflow both inside and outside the module. As a
result, heat dissipates quickly from a solar panel. As
described in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the
DPEIR, the normal operating temperature for solar
modules is 20 degrees Celsius (°C; 68 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F)) above ambient temperature;
therefore, on a typical summer day at 40°C (104°F),
the panel temperature would be approximately 60°C
(140°F). When accounting for irradiance (a measure
of solar radiation energy received on a given surface
area in a given time), wind, and module type, it is
expected that the peak module temperatures in the
summer would be between 65°C and 70°C (149°F
and 158°F), and the peak module temperatures in
the winter would be between 35°C and 40°C (95°F
and 104°F).

Although the trackers would be hot to the touch as a
result of solar energy absorption, trackers are
designed to absorb light energy inwards towards the
panel to produce electricity. As opposed to mirrors,
which redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel lenses to
concentrate sunlight inside the module to produce
electricity, and therefore, they would not noticeably
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195-19

affect the temperature of the surrounding area;
temperatures below the modules would be nearly the
same as ambient temperatures in ordinary shade.
Ultimately, although the panels do create heat due to
dissipation of the heat in the solar modules, the
panels also create shade. The heat generated from
the solar panels is natural; without the presence of
the solar panels the heat would still be present, but
less localized, and all the solar irradiance would be
dissipated into heat in the environment. Therefore,
the panels are not anticipated to cause a rise in
temperatures at the site above what would otherwise
occur without the Proposed Project, or produce a
heat island effect.

The County acknowledges the comment regarding the
“Imperial Valley projects”, which does not raise an
environmental issue relative to the DPEIR.

This comment expresses the commenter's opposition
to the Project. Under CEQA, social and economic
effects need not be considered in the DPEIR (14 CCR
15064(e)); therefore, the applicant’s financial solvency
is not addressed in the DPEIR and no further response
is required. DPEIR Section 1.2.1.1 describes the
decommissioning obligations, including a removal
surety, for the Proposed Project. Ultimately, the Board
of Supervisors must determine whether to approve the
Project or any alternatives. The information in this
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

aaron
brawley, CA 92227
Feb 12, 2014

christina kaylor
santee, CA 92071
Feb 12,2014

Laura Woodworth-Gibson
Oceanside, CA 92054
Feb 12, 2014

Please STOP destroying our open spaces and beautiful cast county. E do not have enough water for these
projects, they lower property values. T will be oraganizing people t drop off the grid so they will be able to
withhold money from these energy oligarchs.

Mike Walker
Santee, CA 92071
Feb 12, 2014

Celeste Wilson
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 12,2014

Helen Yuhl
Descanso, CA 91916-0374
Feb 12,2014

Pamela Sokol
Lemon Grove, CA 91945
Feb 12,2014

William M Crane
San Diego, CA 92122
Feb 12, 2014

Peter G. Bradley
Descanso, CA 91916
Feb 12,2014

Val DeWitt
JAMUL, CA 91935
Feb 12,2014

Van Aggson
La Mesa, CA 91941
Feb 12,2014

MoveOn.org

I 195-20

195-20

letter will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the County Decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers.

Potential impacts related to groundwater use were
considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Sections
3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources and 3.1.9.3.1,
Water. As stated in Section 3.1.9.3.1, the County will
place conditions on the Major Use Permit that will
restrict the amount of water that is permitted to be
withdrawn from the on-site wells in order to prevent
interference with off-site wells. As such, the County
does not anticipate that wells of neighboring residents
will run dry as a result of the Proposed Project. Please
also refer to common response WR1 and WR2.

This comment also raises concerns regarding property
values. This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR
since it is not related to environmental impacts (see 14
CCR 15131). However, this type of information will
be presented to decision makers for their consideration
during the hearing process for the Proposed Project.
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Save San Diego County’s Aquifers and Wildlife!

T'lna Castle
El Cajon, CA 92021
Feb 12,2014

julic salmons
descanso, CA 91916
Feb 12,2014

These types of projects will have major harm in s that are

no.

Sharon Penny
Descanso, CA 91916
Feb

Please vote

Sarah Schicgel
San Diego, CA 92117
Feb 11,2014

julian molloy
san mateo, CA 94403
Feb 11,2014

Victoria L Brooks
La Mesa, CA 91942
Feb 11, 2014

brian collins
Encinitas, CA 92023
Feb 11,2014

mes. Wel
San Diego, CA 92115
Feb 11,2014

Janet Backer
San Dicgo, CA 92109
Feb 11,2014

Colleen Moore
San Diego, CA 92104
Feb 11,2014

Edward Gildred
Palm Springs, CA 92262-4845
Feb 11,2014

MoveOn.org

I 1956-21

195-21

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers.

Refer to response to comment 195-20 above regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.
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Save San Diego County’s Aquifers and Wildlife!

Linda McCoy
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 11,2014

There are better places to do this project

Spring Valley, CA 91977
Feb 11,2014

San Diego, CA 92117
Feb 11,2014

Justin Mank
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
Feb 11,2014

david Bardwick
escondido, CA 92029
Feb 11,2014

THIS IS CRAZY. Please vote NO!

d, CA 91905

Boul , C4
Feb 10,2014

“Tina link
San Diego, CA 92117
Feb 10,2014

NO PROJECT

Carolyn Loudermilk

MoveOn.org 8

I 195-22

I 195-23

I 195-24

J 195-25

I 195-26

195-22

195-23

195-24

The County acknowledges the commenter’s preference
for an alternative location for the Proposed Project.
Please refer to common response ALT1 and response to
comment 195-14 regarding the County’s analysis of
alternative locations. This comment does not raise
specific issues related to the Project or adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

Refer to response to comment 195-20 above regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. In
addition, please refer to response to comment 195-17
regarding the potential fire risk associated with the
Proposed Project. The DPEIR analyzes and considers
impacts to wildlife in Section 2.3, Biological
Resources. With the implementation of mitigation, the
County found that the Project would have a less than
significant impact on wildlife.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Decision makers.
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195-25

195-26

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. As stated in Chapter 1.0,
Project Description, of the DPEIR, each project would
require a Major Use Permit and each application
for a major use permit will be evaluated for
neighborhood  compatibility, = General  Plan
consistency, and environmental impacts. The
DPEIR assesses the Proposed Project’s conformance
with the General Plan and Boulevard Community Plan
(County of San Diego 2010, 2013; see Section 2.5.3.2
and Appendices 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 of the DPEIR).
Ultimately, the decision makers must determine
whether the Proposed Project complies with the intent
of the General Plan and Boulevard Community Plan.
The information in this comment will be provided in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project; the comment does not raise
an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR for
which a further response is required.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-18




Response to Comments

Save San Dicgo County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Pensacola, FL 32507
Feb 10,2014

Gilbert Busick
El Scgundo, CA 90245
Feb 10, 2014

Please no on any kind of drilling and removing any water from the wells . We need these resources to survive.

Butch Swope
roseburg, OR 97471
Feb 10, 2014

Once again SDG&E s trying to capitalize at others expense. For example the cost of de-commissioning San
Onoire should be on the backs of it's stock holders, not the public.

Carlos Rummler
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 10, 2014

Jeremy visutsiri
Burbank, CA 91505
Feb 10, 2014

Karl Schlegel
San deigo, CA 92117
Feb 10,2014

Emilia Neudorff
West Hills, CA 91304
Feb 10,2014

christine m hamman
simi valley, CA 93035
Feb 10, 2014

Jill Brown
San Dicgo, CA 92120
Feb 10,2014

Kathy Roy
United States 91424
Feb 10,2014

Anick Steiger
Frazier Park, CA 93225
Feb 10,2014

MoveOn.org 9

[ 105-27

I 195-28

195-27

195-28

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.

The County acknowledges this comment, which does not
raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR.
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Anna Adams
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Feb 10,2014

Herman Presson
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070
Feb 10,2014

Lynda Endicott
Poway, CA 92064
Feb 10, 2014

Carla Stamos
San Marcos, CA 92069
Feb 10, 2014

, €
Feb 10, 2014

Michael Moran
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 10, 2014

Mary Anne Oppenheimer
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 10,2014

amanda adams
LA JOLLA, CA 92038
Feb 10,2014

My husband and I own property in Boulevard and are planning to return to Boulevard when we retire. We are
hoping that Boulevard can keep it rural beauty

Nancy Walker
Carlisle, PA 17013
Feb 10,2014

MARC A PEEKS
Santee, CA 92071
Feb 10,2014

remus anders Haupt
encinitas, CA 92024
Feb 10, 2014

MoveOn.org 10

I 195-29

195-29

The County acknowledges this comment, which does not

raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

John Schneider
Encinitas, CA 92024
Feb 10,2014

Aaron Peterson
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 10,2014

Jared
San Francisco, CA 94130
Feb 10,2014

massimo Sasso
poway, CA 92064
Feb 10,2014

Barbara Takashima
Encinitas, CA 92024
Feb 10, 2014

reed HABERER
san diego, CA 92117
Feb 10,2014

Jeffrey A. Byrd
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 10,2014

Patrick
Poway, CA 92064
Feb 10,2014

James Endicott
Poway, CA 92064
Feb 10, 2014

MoveOn.org
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

nction and halt to this ill conceived and ill advised

Henry B, Lopez
Pine Valley, CA 91962
Feb 9, 2014

Mary and Frank Morgan
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070
Fcb 9, 2014

Please pla 0 save our most important wild arcas and aquifers!

Barbara Huntington
Chula Vista, CA 91913
Feh 9, 2014

M affner
San Diego, CA 92113
Feb 9, 2014

MoveOn.org 12

I 195-30

I 195-31

[ 19532

I 195-33

195-30

195-31

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. In
addition, potential impacts related to groundwater-
dependent habitat were considered and addressed in
the DPEIR; see Section 2.3.3.2 Riparian Habitat or
Sensitive Natural Community.

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR
is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and
General Content Requirements, dated September 26,
2006. Each section of the DPEIR lists references used
in the preparation of that section, including the studies
used to support the analysis and conclusions presented
in the DPEIR. The referenced sections provide all
studies used as reference and background material
within the analysis of each applicable section of the
DPEIR. All important data or material was
incorporated directly into the analysis of the DPEIR.
The DPEIR includes summarized technical data
pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines,
and provides sufficient material “to permit full
assessment of significant environmental impacts by
reviewing agencies and members of the public.” Any
reports associated with technical analysis were made
available for public review.
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Response to Comments

195-32

195-33

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. The
information in this comment will be provided in the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County
Decision makers.

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. The
County analyzed impacts to biological resources in
DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources and found
that the Project would have a less than significant
impact on plant and wildlife species with the
implementation of mitigation. The information in this
comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

October 2015
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

There are many reasons for voting no on this project. Onc of the biggest concerns is the tremendous waste of

now , yet is pushing for the
on. Other thing is the destruction of the vegetation around thes:
esore they arc - destroying our lovely rural countryside is repr

calling for water
has any id

Myra Price
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 9,2014

The environment of San Diego County and nearby Ocotillo in Imperial County has been irreparably harmed
by supposedi: ergy projects pushed though by multinational col tions who suck up our tax
dollars and destroy everything in their path. Rushing yet another environment killing project through is

o with distributed solar! Put power generation where it's used instead of building these
nsmission lines. Please begin to consider protecting what little is left of our beautiful
T, our wildlife.

back country, our wate:
Mar

y Hicklin
Lakeside, CA 92040
Feb 9, 2014

Save our wildlife!

Karen goldman
Round Mountain, CA 96084
Feb9,2014

Gary A Todd
San Diego, CA 92109-7101
Feb 9,2014

Laraine Turk
Josh ree, CA 92252
Feb 9,2014

Kaimi Lockwood
San Diego, CA 92110
Feb 9,2014

please stop this project

cal meier
lakeside, CA 92040
Feb 8, 2014

steve turigliatto

MoveOn.org 13

195-34

195-35

195-36

195-37

[ 195-38

[ 195-30

195-34

195-35

195-36

195-37

195-38

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.

Potential impacts related to biological resources were
considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Section
2.3, Biological Resources. The County found that the
Project would have a less than significant impact on
vegetation and habitat with the implementation of
proposed mitigation. The County acknowledges that
the Project will have significant and unavoidable
impacts related to the existing visual character of the
site and surroundings. These issues are discussed in
Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it is “rushing through” the Proposed Project. The
application for the Proposed Project has been processed
by the County according to the County Zoning
Ordinance and related regulations. This comment does
not otherwise raise an environmental issue for which a
response is required. The information in this comment
will be provided in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s concern
regarding wildlife. Potential impacts to wildlife were

October 2015
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

escondido, CA 92026
Feb 8, 2014

1f SDG&E and its parent company weren't private, profit making organizations

we wouldn't have to support

jon of over eleven million dollars and could afford rooftop solar throughout the county

Donna Tisdale
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 8, 2014

Lak )

CA 91962
Feb 8, 2014

Tom Ingalls
Julian, CA 92036
Feb 8,2014

Barbara Emson
Valley Center, CA 92082
Feb 8, 2014

Darrell Walker
Ocotillo, CA 92259
Feb 8, 2014

MoveOn.org

I 195-40

T195-41
T 195-42

I 195-43

I 195-44

195-39

195-40

195-41

195-42

considered and addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3,
Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the
Proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact on wildlife with the implementation of
proposed mitigation.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment will be in the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers.

The County acknowledges the comment regarding
SDG&E, which does not raise an environmental issue
relative to the DPEIR.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

The County acknowledges the comment regarding
big-box development, which does not raise an
environmental issue relative to the DPEIR.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

The County generally agrees that the Proposed Project
would introduce possible ignition sources. Please refer to
response to comment 195-17 for additional information.
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Response to Comments

195-43

195-44

The County acknowledges the comment regarding
Project costs, which does not raise an environmental
issue relative to the DPEIR.

The comment regarding the Newberry Solar 1 site is
acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers. The
comment does not raise an environmental issue specific
to the DPEIR for which a response is required.

The County acknowledges this comment, which
does not raise an environmental issue relative to
the DPEIR.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-26




Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

ast acton
live there. Short term gain, with no thought about the long term
Dennis Wilson

San Diego, CA 91905
Feb 8,2014

even be considered during this drought, or any time? The groundwater is not endless
k. What do they care? Get in get paid and get out, that's all they carc about. They don't

We need to rooftop solar pment and local distributed generation and not destroy the wild

beauty and character of our backcountry.

Terry Weiner
San Dicgo, CA 92103
Feb 8,2014

Linda nnon
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 8, 2014

Anthony Backer
Corvallis, MT 59828
Feb 8, 2014

'NO PROJECT" is the only logical and correct vote for this proposal. There are many more such projects to
area

come, hopefully they will be better planned with less negative impacts to our are

Eldon R. Caldwell
Jacumba Hot Springs, CA 91934
Feb 8, 2014

Patricia Landis
Julian, CA 92036
Feb 8, 2014

Joyce Adams
Carlsbad, CA 92009
Feb 8, 2014

Schuyler Jung
Encinitas, CA 92024
Feb 8,2014

solar is wonderful but not at the expense of wildlife - be it animals, birds or trees. Put these ugly panels on top

of buildings in parking lots - just do not ruin our beautiful natural habitats
Barbara Nigro
julian, CA 92036
Feb 8, 2014

MoveOn.org

I 195-45

I 195-46

I 195-47

[ 19548

195-45

195-46

195-47

195-48

Please refer to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to groundwater
resources. The remainder of the comment does not
raise an environmental issue for which further
response is required.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects. The remainder of the comment does
not raise a specific environmental issue related to the
Proposed Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for
which further response can be provided.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the
commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects. Regarding the commenter’s concern
related to impacts to animals, birds, and trees, potential
impacts to wildlife and habitat were considered and
addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources.
The County found that the Proposed Project would have
a less than significant impact on wildlife and habitat with
the implementation of proposed mitigation.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this

7345
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Response to Comments

Save San Dicgo County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Harry Backer
San Dicgo, CA 92110

a 92227
Feb 8, 2014

Deb:

Comnsweet
Encinitas, CA 92024
Feb 8, 2014

issue with me. My understanding is that Boulevard is already concerned about water
| Water should be railed in from the Salton Sea,

ugel
Warm Springs, CA 91934
D14

Nan arroll
Mariposa, CA 95338

MoveOn.org 16

[ 10549

[ 19550

[195-51

I 195-52

195-49

195-50

195-51

195-52

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment will be
provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers.

One of the proposed solar farm sites, Tierra del
Sol, is adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico border; this
comment lacks sufficient detail to provide a more
thorough response.

Please refer to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to groundwater
resources. Water sources to be used during
construction of the Proposed Project are discussed in
Section 3.1.5.1.1, Regional Overview.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Feb 7,2014

Gary Charles
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 7,2014

carrie frazer
dresden, TN 38225
Feb 7,2014

Joanne Homer
Spring Valley, CA 91978
Feb 7,2014

Shannon Harris
El Cajon, CA 92021
Feb 7, 2014

This is a very important issue for all county residents.

Dennis Berglund
Pinc Valley, CA 91962
Feb 7,2014

David Jannen
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 6, 2014

Jared Fuller
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062
Feb 6,2014

Elizabeth Bulkley
Escondido, CA 92026
Feb 6,2014

Kandis Alvemnaz
ALPINE, CA 91901
Feb 6,2014

Danielle Frazer
Semmes, AL 36575
Feb 6, 2014

Peter Shapiro
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067
Feb 6, 2014

MoveOn.org

[ 19553

195-53

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required. The information in
this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the Board of Supervisors.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Audra Burgio
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 6, 2014

Iding self-sustaining urban centers when we destroy wild and scenic, rural and agricultural

1 Michael
La Mesa, CA 91941
Feb §,2014

John Blair
El Cajon, CA 92019
Feb 5,2014

Danny Lenz
Alpine, CA 91901

Put them

MoveOn.org

195-54

195-55

195-56

I 195-57

] 195-58

195-54

195-55

195-56

195-57

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.

The County does not agree with the assertion that the
General Plan is proposed to be changed to suit the
needs of the Proposed Project. The commenter is
referred to the response to comment 195-25.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. While the comment regarding
take permits for protected birds refers to “other
projects”, the incidental take permit process associated
with federally listed endangered species is described in
Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the DPEIR (see
pages 2.3-84 to 2.3-85).

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The information in
this comment will be provided in the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Itis unthinkable that they could devastate our community's and wildlife like this just for a profit

Kathy Urich
La Mesa, CA 91942
Feb 5, 2014

al
s¢? Mary Lu Brandwein

ary Lu Brandwein
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 5, 2014

A
Feb 4, 2014

ding roof tops, Private home roofs, parking lots, ete. Before using up/ closing off our

save my well

Larry Monday
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 4,2014

A
Feb 4, 2014

Br
San Diego, CA 92116
Feb 4, 2014

n ParishBr

MoveOn.org

[ 195-50

[ 195-60

I 195-61

[ 19562

195-58

195-59

195-60

195-61

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
preference for an alternative location for the Project.
Please refer to common response ALT1 regarding the
County’s analysis of alternative locations.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to
the Project. Regarding the commenter’s concern related to
impacts to wildlife, potential impacts to wildlife were
considered and addressed in DPEIR Chapter 2.3,
Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the
Proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact on wildlife with the implementation of proposed
mitigation. This comment does not raise specific issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the DPEIR for which additional response can be provided.

Please refer to response to comment 195-25 regarding
the DPEIR and conclusions regarding the Proposed
Projects’ consistency with the land use designation
and zoning of the sites.

Please refer to Common Responses ALT1 and ALT2
regarding the commenter’s preference for alternative
locations for the Proposed Project and distributed
generation energy projects.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Tam extremely concerned that the water uscage of the Soitec solar project scheduled for the San Diego county
outback area will jeopardize out daily supply of household water or possibly climinate it all together. Our area
has no public water system and therefore depends entirely on wells which are supplied by the aguifers in this
area. If you allow the project to do as planned and estimated (which is grossly under estimated in the projected
use of the water) we could be ruined. We are business people here in this community and make our living and
provide jobs for many in the area. Without this water we will all go broke. It is very apparent that the county
back is grossly overlooked by the county. Please protect our natural resources and help eliminate this gross
overuse of our water.

Helen Landman
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 4,2014

Rooftop Solar, how many times must onc repeat that? There are ample rooftops in the city!

™
Santee, CA 92071
Feb 4,2014

David Landmen
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb4,2014

teri Lederman
boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 4,2014

Jim Bell
San Dicgo, CA 92107
Feb 4, 2014

Linda V Woods
Lakeside, CA 92040
Feb 4, 2014

paulinc
EL CAJON, CA 92021
Feb 4, 2014

Pamela Guy
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb4,2014

Paula G Byrd
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 4, 2014

MoveOn.org 20

195-63

Lio5-64

195-62

195-63

195-64

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. The
comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more
thorough response can be provided.

Please refer to response to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

October 2015
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

] 19565
can't afford to put rural water aquifers at risk in the middlc of a drought I 195-66
Do vod
La Mesa, CA 91941
Feb 4, 2014
Jana Clark
San chgn, CA 92102
Febd,2014
Duncan
Descanso, CA 91916
Feb 4,2014
he industrialization untry is insane and we will regret it later when the full
pacts are od. By then it will be to this will be YOUR legacy as supervisors, 195-67

"A 92
Feb 4,2014

Am do Gallardo
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb4,2014

MoveOn.org 21

195-65

195-66

195-67

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment will be
provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects. Please also refer to response to

comment 195-20 regarding potential impacts to
groundwater resources.
The County acknowledges the commenter’s

opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The comment will
be provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

S Williams
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 4, 2014

Ja ale
el cajon, CA 92019
Feb 4,2014

Trevor Dougherty
campo, CA 91906
Feb 4,2014

1live in Ocotillo, the Ocotillo Wind project has destroyed my way of living and our community. Please

this madnes:
I

im Pelley
Ocotillo, CA 92259
Febd,2014

Stop

Susan Moore

Valley Center, CA 92082

Feb 4,2014

MoveOn.org

I 195-68

T 195-69

[ 195-70

[ 195-71

195-68

195-69

195-70

195-71

Social and economic effects need not be considered in
an EIR. See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The information in
this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The information in
this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The commenter’s opinion on
the Ocotillo Wind project does not raise an
environmental issue related to the Proposed Project or
the DPEIR; therefore, no further response is provided.
The information in this comment will be provided in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

sen
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 3,2014

Dustin Delgado
a bel, CA 92070

San Dieg
Feb 3,2014

VA
Feb 3,2014

Santa ysabel, CA 92070
Feb 3, 2014

Susan Martin

K
T

MoveOn.org

195-72

195-73

This comment raises concerns regarding the value of
tourism. This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR
since it is not related to environmental impacts. See
CEQA Guidelines section 15131. However, this
information in this comment letter will be provided in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers.

Potential impacts to wildlife species were considered
and addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3,
Biological Resources. The DPEIR found that the
Proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact on sensitive wildlife and plant species with the
implementation of proposed mitigation.

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR is
consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General
Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The information in
this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.

October 2015
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

[ 19574

195-77

prings, CA 91934

MoveOn.org 24

195-74

195-75

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

Environmental issues raised in this comment were
considered and addressed in the DPEIR. See Chapter
3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality and Chapter 2.6,
Noise. The DPEIR found that the Proposed Project
would have a less than significant impact on water
resources and a less than significant impact related to
noise with the implementation of mitigation. The
remainder of the comment does not raise an
environmental issue related to the Project or the
DPEIR; therefore, no further response is provided.

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR
is consistent with the County’s EIR Format and
General Content Requirements, dated September 26,
2006. Please refer to the response to comment 195-31.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-36




Response to Comments

Save San Diego County’s Aquifers and Wildlife!

Nels Christensen
Alpine, CA 91901
Feb 3, 2014

J195-78

Leslic Robard
Alpine, CA 91901
Feb 3, 2014

Robert Jarrett
Ramona, CA 92065
Feb 3, 2014

Kim Lenahan
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 3,2014

Kristine C. Alessio
La Mesa, CA 91941
Feb 3, 2014

Tabetha A Healy
91

1901

Trish Gabourel
Ironwood, MI 49938
Feb 3, 2014

Linda Ridge
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 3, 2014

Mary E Pangle
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 3, 2014

Destroying the land and homes

Neacy
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 3,2014

s of the people in Easy County is immoral. Find another way

J195-79

Suzanne Ward
Pauma Valicy, CA 921
Feb 3, 2014

061

MoveOn.org

195-76

195-77

195-78

195-79

This comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required. The information in
this comment will be provided in the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. This comment will be
provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers. The
comment does not raise a specific environmental issue
related to the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the
DPEIR for which further response can be provided.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Bonnie Hafdell
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 3,2014

1 LLC (SOITE nt yard. It is a rape of desert land and view. Sol

 for rsidenilrof ontdoitl Il95»80

Robert Berkman
NEWBERRY SPRINGS, CA 92365
Feb 3, 2014

o watee cverywhere [ 105-81

Tam a sometime resident of San Diego u

Tue 85712
Feb 3,2014

George W Majors
SAN DIEGO, CA 92120
Feb 3,2014

¥
Jack Shu
La Mesa, CA 91941

Feb 3,2014

Yaney LA Maclver
Corvallis, OR 97330
Teb 3, 2014

Stop this Now!!

[ 105.82

MoveOn,org 26

195-80

195-81

195-82

The comment concerns the commenter’s observations
related to the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm, located in
Newberry Springs, California, and does not raise
specific issues related to the Project or adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the DPEIR.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the
commenter’s preference for rooftop solar energy projects.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the DPEIR; please refer to response to comment
195-20 regarding potential impacts to water resources..

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. This comment will be
provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers.
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Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Daniel Ferra
Palm Springs, CA 92262
Feb 3, 2014

Joseph P. Liles
Santa Monica, CA 90405
Feb 3, 2014

Rick LaZelle
Descanso, CA 91916
Feb 3, 2014

1 know the area quite well, the proposed project is VERY GREEN, WITH THE GREEN OF BRIBERY
DOLLARS! This supposed project MUST BE STOPPED AT ALL COSTS!

Aurca Walker
Los Angeles, CA 90004
Feb 3, 2014

Mary Kennedy
San Diego, CA 92117
Feb 3, 2014

Ron Batty
PINE VALLEY, CA 91962
Feb 3, 2014

Harrict Markell
Los Gatos, CA 95030
Feb 3, 2014

Sandy LeonVest
Bolinas, CA 94924
Feb 3,2014

Bryan Butler
campo, CA 91906
Feb 3,2014

HOWARD G. SINGER
LA JOLLA, CA 92038-0007
Feb 3,2014

MoveOn.org

I 195-83

195-83

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.
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Save San Dicgo County’s Aquifl ind Wildlife!

rom. There's not enough ground
nts to see these ugly thing in a rural country arca, Want about the traffic?

Lakeside, CA 92040
Feb 3,2014

This forci on will do damage far beyond San Diego County.

“lellan
e, CA 95372

vis
Isb; 3
3,2014

Soul
Feb

Debra
Alpine, CA 91901-2016
Feb 3,2014

This is eco terrorism at its worst

Cheryl Furr

MoveOn.org

I 195-84

T195-85

] 195-86
I 195-87

I 195-88

I 195-89

195-84

195-85

195-86

195-87

195-88

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to water resources including
groundwater. Issues raised in this comment were
considered and addressed in the DPEIR. The DPEIR
analyzed potential impacts to aesthetics and traffic
(DPEIR Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics and Chapter 3.1.8,
Transportation and Traffic). The DPEIR found that the
Proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact related to traffic. The County acknowledges
that the Project will have certain significant and
unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas and visual
character and quality.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding the
commenter’s preference for distributed generation energy
projects. Please also refer to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required.
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Please Vote "No Project’

Nancy McMahan
Por CA 92064

ch, CA 91932

Please! No project!! We know there iy pressure on all of you. Stand firm to save our backcountry. We care
Thank you!

planc Jr
er, CA 92982

(NO PROJECT) TO THE PROPOSED EAST COUNTY Soiltec Solar Project

Kurt Caudy
PINE VALLEY, CA 91962
Feb 3, 2014

MoveOn.org

[ 195-90

[ 195-01

[ 195-02

[ 195-93

195-89

195-90

195-91

195-92

195-93

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s support of
the No Project Alternative. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

Please also refer to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to water resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Eric Cope
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 3, 2014

Please vote for "NO PROJECT"!!! Keep our Great Outdoors Great and our Open Spaces Open in our
beautiful back country.

Charles and Lauric Baker
Santee, CA, CA 92071
Feb 3,2014

Dipika Kadaba
Durham, NC 27701
Feb 3,2014

Save Boulevard and of
government-funded e

areas of East County Wildemess from this exploitative,

Craig S. Maxwell
La Mesa, CA 91942
Feb 3,2014

Carma
Independence, CA 93526
Feb 3, 2014

‘What motive do the Supervisors have for this one???? Much better ways to go Green.

Jan Shuttleworth
Escondido, CA 92026
Feb 3,2014

This is the kind of stupidity that makes solar energy look bad. It was best designed for the point of use, on the
roof. Say no to destructive solar energy. Say yes to rooftop.

Kev

rich
3

Cim: 323
Feb 3, 2014

Dayna Dunbar
Spring Valley, CA 91977
Feb 3,2014

MoveOn.org 30

[ 19594

[ 195-95

[ 195-96

J105-07

195-94

195-95

195-96

195-97

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The comment does not raise
a specific environmental issue related to the Proposed
Project or the adequacy of the DPEIR for which
further response can be provided. The information in
this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.

The County acknowledges this comment. The
comment does not raise a specific environmental issue
related to the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the
DPEIR for which further response can be provided.

The County acknowledges this comment, which does not
raise an environmental issue relative to the DPEIR.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

sandra
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 2,2014

Linda Niman
Alpine, CA 91901
Feb 2, 2014

Pamela Hoye
San Dicgo, CA 92103
Feb 2,2014

Eve Bornshaw
pauma valley, CA 92061
Feb 2,2014

Aricle Brooke
El Cajon, CA 92021
Feb 2,2014

Marcella Tate
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 2,2014

Bill Pate
El Cajon, CA 92020
Feb 2,2014

In light of the published information on this project it most certainly iMustrates the need for a change in our
SD Co.Supervisors that has obviously been overlooked for quite some time."NO PROJECT*

David Moon
Jamul, CA 91935
Feb 2,2014

Joseph Carmody
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 2, 2014

olivia wilson
campo, CA 91906
Feb 2,2014

Monty Kroopkin
San Diego, CA 92116
Feh 2, 2014

MoveOn.org

[ 195-98

195-98

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-43




Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

195-99

195-100

h mil
nth? Stupid is has stupid docs

MoveOn.org 32

195-99

195-100

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.5,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Chapter 2.1,
Aesthetics, and Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources.
Please also refer to response to comment 195-20
regarding potential impacts to groundwater resources.
Lastly, please refer to Section 1.2.1.1, Common
Project Components and Activities, and common
response  WR1 and WR2 for construction and
operational water demands of the Proposed Project.
The DPEIR found that the Proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact on water resources.
The DPEIR also found that the Project would have a
less than significant impact on biological resources,
including wildlife, birds, and habitat, with
implementation of proposed mitigation. The County
acknowledges that the Project would have a
significant and unavoidable impact related to scenic
vistas and visual character and quality.
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ego County’s Aquifers and Wildlife!

s run counter to their stat

top

u
o this without destroying our back country for all of time

of top solar first. We have the
miles from where the energy is needed

CA 92082

bel, CA 92070

d where people do ot live (o build these industrial power plants, Leave our

e Ostrander
CA 91934

MoveOn.org

Il95-101

[ 195-102

195-104

I

195-101

195-102

195-103

195-104

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

Please refer to Common Response ALT1 regarding
the alternative locations for the Proposed Project.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3,
Biological Resources. The County has also found that
the Project would have a less than significant impact on
biological resources, including wildlife and habitat, with
implementation of proposed mitigation. While the
Proposed Project would not physically impact mountain
ranges, impacts to scenic vistas were considered and
addressed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics. The County
acknowledges that the Project would have certain
significant and unavoidable impacts to scenic vistas.

Please refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to water resources. In addition, the
DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to water
resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and
Water Quality.
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Save San Dicgo County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

195-105

[ 195-106

[ 195-107

T 195-108

Roy L Hales

MoveOn.org 4

195-105

195-106

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.4,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 3.1.7,
Public Services, of the DPEIR. Please refer to the
response to comment C3-4 for additional discussion
related to the wildfire risk associated with the Project.
The DPEIR found that the Project would have a less
than significant impact related to wildfires and
firefighting response capabilities.

The comment regarding the ECO Substation Project
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy
of the environmental analysis in the DPEIR. The
DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to water
resources, including groundwater supply and
drainages. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and
Water Quality and Chapter 3.1.9, Utilities. In addition,
construction and operational water demand for the
Proposed Project is included in Chapter 1.0, Project
Description (see Tables 1-6 and 1-7). Revisions to
water demand estimates are discussed in common
response WR1. The DPEIR found that the Project
would have a less than significant impact on
groundwater resources.

It is unclear what the initial sentence in this comment
means and therefore no response is provided. The
County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to
the Project.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-46




Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Feb 1, 2014

Pat Holtwick
CAMPO, CA 91906
Feb 1,2014

David Secor
El Cajon, CA 92021
Feb 1,2014

Energy produ
transmiss

Dr. Bi c B, Price
La Mesa, CA 91942
Feb 1,2014

should be as close as possible to the end user! Energy is lost as it moves along

claudia millerbragg
Campo, CA 91906
Feb 1,2014

Robert Maupin
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 1,2014

Enough, is enough

ot
San Dicgo,, CA 92110
Feb 1, 2014

195-107

195-108

195-109

195-110

195-111

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this letter
will be provided in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Project or adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-47




Response to Comments

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Daina McPartlar
S

Feb 1,2014

Feb 1,2014

Michelle Daubach
Boulevard, CA 91905
Feb 1,2014

waste on these projects that will fade away with time, California is in a drought, we

Parke Ewing
Ocotillo, CA 92259
Feb 1, 2014

I vote NO PROJECT to East County Soitec Solar Project. How about putting it in Del Mar ca.

MoveOn.org

1 1956-112

1595-113
1195-114

I 195-115

195-112

195-113

195-114

195-115

Please refer to comment 195-25 regarding the DPEIR
and conclusions regarding the Proposed Projects’
consistency with local land use regulations including
the General Plan. Please also refer to Common
Response ALT2 regarding the commenter’s preference
for distributed generation energy projects.

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. See Chapter 3.1.4, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, and Section 2.3,
Biological Resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to
water resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology
and Water Quality. In addition, please refer to
response to comment 195-20 regarding potential
impacts to groundwater resources.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this letter
will be provided in the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers.
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Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

e in the area the amount of water necded for ever for this project will deplete our aquifers.
ht, don't contribute by wasting water for these projects. Infact, all water using 195-116

Eric Kallen
Jacumba, CA 91934
Feb 1, 2014

1 195-117

Daniclle Cook
Jacumba Hot Springs, CA 91934
Feb 1,2014

Citizens Against Back Country Destruction
United States
Feb 1,2014

MovcOn.org )

195-116

195-117

The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to
water resources. Please see Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology
and Water Quality. In addition, please refer to
response to comment 195-20 regarding potential
impacts to groundwater resources.

The DPEIR considered and addressed impacts to
water resources and biological resources. Please see
Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality and
Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. In addition, please
refer to response to comment [95-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources. The
DPEIR determined that the Project would have a less
than significant impact on groundwater and also found
that the Project would have a less than significant
impact on biological resources, including wildlife and
vegetation communities, with implementation of
proposed mitigation.

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR is
consistent with the County’s EIR Format and General
Content Requirements, dated September 26, 2006.
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o 195-118 This comment is introductory in nature and does
S R i not raise an environmental issue for which a

To: Hingtgen, Robert J

Sebjoct: Tiaes a5t Aspeoximatey 300 names not shown on the Adrministrative Record response is required.

Robert,

These name and approximately 300 additional names and comments are missing from the Soitec

Solar Project Administrative Record. Please let us know why they are not appearing on the 195-118
Administrative record for this project?

Thank You,
Howard W Cook, Jacumba Hot Springs, CA

MoveOn.org
START A PETITION MANAGE PETITIONS

«  APPLY FOR FUNDING
« CAMPAIGN TIPS

* ABOUT
* DONATE

SIGN THIS PETITION

[ it ] [United States V][ I it ] [State V[ 1
SIGN THE PETITION

Note: By signing, you agree to receive email messages from MoveOn.org Civic Action and MoveOn org Poltical Action. You may
unsubscribe at any time. [Privacy policy ]

EMBED THIS PETITION

<ciframe src=*http://petitions.moveon.org/embed/widget.html?v=3sname=save-san-diego-countys"

class="moveon-petition" id-*petition-embed® width="300px"

Save San Diego County's Aquifers and Wildlife!

Petition by Howard Cook

height="500px"></iframe>

To be delivered to Dianne Jacob, Supervisor, Greg Cox, Supervisor, Dave Roberts, Supervisor, Ron Roberts, Supervisor, Ashley
Gungle, PDS Project Manager and 2 other targets (click here to see more)

To: The Honorable San Diego County Supervisors and San
Diego County PDS Soitec Project leaders
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Response to Comments

Please vote “NO PROJECT” to the proposed East County
Soitec Solar Project. The “No Project alternative” Is the only
recommendation possible at this time. Project size, severe
environmental impacts, experimental nature of the CPV
product, major impacts to water aquifers; the rushed broad-
brush nature of the more important EIR parts makes this the
only alternative possible at this time.

Your choice to use the “Fast Track” method, requested in
the 03/05/2012 Soitec letter to Chairman Roberts has
resulted in an EIR containing many factual errors and
omissions as will be reflected in the EIR citizen comments.
The project and its EIR must be reworked, reanalyzed using
normal non fast track processes.

Our San Diego environment is far more important than the
profits or cash flow of the French Soitec Company and the
project’s absentee landowners. Support solar in urban
environments where power is used and on
reclaimed/contaminated lands — not on wetlands, in wildlife
habitat, along scenic highways or in communities valued for
their rural character.

urrently 308 sig res. NEW goal - We need 400 signatur
PETITION BACKGROUND
On January 2, 2014 The County of San Diego released an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) covering a massive industrial solar (CPV tracker technology) project destined for the
Boulevard area of the County. 7,500 of these trackers are proposed at four sites covering
1500 acres; three of the sites border Scenic designated Interstate 8 and Historic Old

2

195-119

195-120

195-121

195-122

195-123

195-119

195-120

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental
subject area (including hydrology and water quality —
see Chapter 3.1.5) with regard to potential adverse
effects, as well as a reasonable range of alternatives.
The DPEIR is consistent with the County’s EIR
Format and General Content Requirements, dated
September 26, 2006. The County disagrees with the
characterization of the DPEIR as an impermissible
“broad-brush” review. The four solar farms
comprising the Proposed Project is the type of action
for which a Program EIR may be prepared, as outlined
in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, in that they
are related geographically, and are logical parts in the
chain of contemplated actions. Related to the
commenter’s assertion that the DPEIR was “rushed,”
please refer to the response to comment 195-120.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.
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195-121

195-122

195-123

In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated
the whole of the action and analyzed each
environmental subject area with regard to potential
adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of
alternatives. The DPEIR is consistent with the
County’s EIR Format and General Content
Requirements, dated September 26, 2006.

The County acknowledges this comment, which
does not raise an environmental issue relative to
the DPEIR.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects. Also, issues raised in this comment
were considered and addressed in the DPEIR. Please
see Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, Chapter 2.1,
Aesthetics, and Chapter 2.5, Land Use and Planning.

The comment restates information contained in
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR. This
comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
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Highway 80. Each of the Soitec trackers is 30 feet high and fifty feet wide. Despite being
promoted as green, the project would be an “environmental catastrophe” on many levels as
follows:

« Unprecedented size and density of massive trackers will industrialize this scenic rurual area
lining Old Highway 80, a state designated scenic highway and the entry to McCain Valley, a
federal public recreation area. Bulldozing will destroy sensitive plants and wetlands,
meadows, wildlife habitat and scenic views.

« French developer Soitec and San Diego County are betting on 7,500 unproven CPV units,
not yet commercially operational for any significant period at any other U.S. site. This fast-
tracked project is due to start this year and doesn't allow time for a careful environmental
impact study.

« Millions, perhaps even a billion gallons of water will be needed to construct this project and
more water will be pumped to constantly clean and rinse these trackers. This heavy water
use threatens to drain our aquifers—our sole sources of drinking water--all the way to
Borrego Valley and turn much of the San Diego high back country into a desert. It's
outrageous to risk having residents’ wells run dry or water sources for wildlife dry up, given
that we're in the worst drought in California history and our Governor has declared a drought
emergency. We should conserve our precious water resources

« Lack of water will impoverish people and devastate abundant wildlife including
“endangered” Peninsular Bighorn Sheep, Golden Eagles, Borrego Pupfish and others that
are "Species of Special Concern.” Deer, bobcat and mountain lions are also found in this
area.

« Glare will invade the land and create safety hazards and ruin vistas on I-8 and Old 80.
These massive glaring panels are proposed just 100 feet from homes. some surrounded on
two, three or even four sides. In the Mojave Desert community of Newbury Springs,
Supervisors passed a moratorium to protect residents from glare due to impacts of large
solar projects there. It's wrong to force residents who value rural tranquility to be thrust into
the middle of an industrial energy zone.

« A project isn't “green” if it endangers wildlife, destroys ecosystems and rural communities’
character. Solar panels belong in the urban environment where power is used — on rooftops
and parking lots, or on reclaimed sites such as former landfills — not on wild and scenic lands

3

195-123
Cont.

195-124

195-125

195-126

195-127

195-128

195-129

195-124

195-125

195-126

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.1,
Aesthetics and Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. The
County acknowledges that the Project would have
certain significant and unavoidable impacts related to
scenic vistas, but disagrees with the commenter’s
characterization of the Project as industrialization of the
area. The DPEIR found that with the implementation of
mitigation the Project would have a less than significant
impact on biological resources, including sensitive
plants, wetlands, meadows, and wildlife habitat.

The County appreciates this information and will take
it into consideration. This information, however,
would not affect the analysis in the DPEIR.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that it has allowed the “fast tracking” of the Proposed
Project. The application for the Proposed Project has
been processed by the County according to the County
Zoning Ordinance and related regulations.

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 3.1.5,
Hydrology and Water Quality and Chapter 3.1.9,
Utilities. In addition, Chapter 1.0, Project Description,
describes the anticipated construction and operational
water demand of the Proposed Project. Lastly, please
refer to response to comment 195-20 regarding
potential impacts to groundwater resources.
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195-127

195-128

195-129

Issues raised in this comment were considered and
addressed in the DPEIR. Please see Chapter 2.3,
Biological Resources. Please also refer to responses O7-8
through O7-12. In addition, as stated in response 1105-1,
the County of San Diego will place conditions on the
Major Use Permit that will restrict the amount of water
that is permitted to be withdrawn from the on-site wells in
order to prevent interference with off-site wells. Because
water use will be restricted, residual effects to wildlife
species or off-site wells are not anticipated to occur.

Glare was considered and addressed in the DPEIR. Please
see Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics. The County acknowledges
that the Project would have certain significant and
unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas and glare.
The comment regarding the Newberry Solar 1 site is
acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers. The
comment does not raise an environmental issue specific to
the DPEIR for which a response is required.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the Project. The information in this
comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review
and consideration by the decision makers.

Please refer to Common Response ALT2 regarding
the commenter’s preference for distributed generation
energy projects.
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that must be bulldozed to industrialize rural America. Our town is a canary in a coal mine —
County Supervisors gutted our community plan over the objections of our planning group
and residents—and the Soitec project is just one of several Goliath-scale energy projects
proposed to decimate our wild and scenic places.

CURRENT PETITION SIGNERS

« 308. Sandy Zelasko from Valley Center, CA signed this petition on Feb 21, 2014.

‘e must vote NO on the proposed East County Soitec solan

« 307. Carol Fasching from Alpine, CA signed this petition on Feb 21, 2014.

« 306. S Hoggard from San Diego, CA signed this petition on Feb 21, 2014.

« 305. Sheri Vandeventer from Valley Center, CA signed this petition on Feb 20, 2014.
» 304. Anne Bessinger from Alpine, CA signed this petition on Feb 20, 2014.

« 303. M. A. Mareck from Escondido, CA signed this petition on Feb 19, 2014.

« 302. Anne M Casey from San Diego, CA signed this petition on Feb 19, 2014.

Soitec Project leaders ar
Project Lets save ourag

[As a long time property owner In the QoMo Wells community. | vigorously oppose the solar project that will

further destroy the land ar ?étive wildlife, vegetation and the Qcotillo Wells aquifer. | urge you.

« 301. Kathleen from El Cajon, CA signed this petition on Feb 17, 2014.
» 300. Steven Rosefeld from Escondido, CA signed this petition on Feb 16, 2014.
« 299. Jan Hedlun from Potrero, CA signed this petition on Feb 16, 2014.

Itis always suspicious when.
detrimental to the environme;

"\e‘ﬁcy makes exceptions and "fast tracks" a project that is.
the last remaining open spaces in San Diego County. Once:
again something is trying to's| Skicountry that says it is a low impact project but will have far-

reachiné raﬁ\iﬁ(:a!iqns Consi ight we've been involved with for a number of years, with 2014-
lookiia to beia banner v&ar. DO NOT allow this project in the back country.

NEXT > >

Note: MoveOn Civic Action does not necessarily endorse the contents of petitions posted on this site. MoveOn Petitions is an open tool
that anyone can use to post a petition advocating any point of view, 5o long as the petition does not violate our terms of service.

MoveOn.org®
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Cont.

T195-130

I|95-131

l 195-132

195-133

195-130

195-131

195-132

195-133

In addition, see response to comment 195-25 regarding
the DPEIR and conclusions regarding the Proposed
Projects’ consistency with local land use regulations
including the General Plan.

The County acknowledges the petition and individual
signers of the petition. Where comments have been
submitted in the petition, a response has been
provided.

This comment is a duplicate of comment 195-5. Please
see response to comment 195- 5.

This comment is a duplicate of comment 195-6. Please
see response to comment 195- 6.

This comment is a duplicate of comments 195-7, 195-8
and 195-9. Please see the responses to comments 195-
7, 195-8 and 195-9.

October 2015

7345

Final PEIR

195-55




Response to Comments
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